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Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) .
12 Counties = 9,441 sq. mi. ‘

Land area larger than the states of
New Hampshire, New Jersey, Connecticut,
Delaware, and Rhode Island.
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Planning
for All Ages
and
Abilities

USDOT policy
emphasizes the
provision of active
transportation
accommodations to
be considered as the
same priority as
other transportation
modes.
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US DOT
Support for
Safer Streets

18-month campaign
to reduce the
growing number of
pedestrian and
bicyclist injuries and
fatalities.

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments

Safer People, Safer Streets:

Summary of U.S. Department of
Transportation Action Plan to Increase
Walking and Biking and Reduce
Pedestrian and Bicyclist Fatalities

September 2014

Pedestrian and
bicyclist safety a top
priority for the DOT.

A Road Diet Guide is
a 2015 FHWA
Initiative

Secretary Anthcfhy Foxx -

Credlt http://plancharlotte. org/story/charlotte -bike-share- Iaunches



TxDOT Policy
Implementing
US DOT Policy

“It is critical that
bicycle and
pedestrian
accommodations be
considered

and discussed as
the need and
purpose of a project
IS defined.”

North Central Texas

John Barton
March 23, 2011 Memorandum
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—> MEMORANDUM
y L8

TO: District Engineers DATE: March 23, 2011

FROM:  John A. Barton, P.E. 4 M—; e,

SUBJECT: Guidelines Emphasizing Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations

A recent federal policy statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations
Regulations and Recommendations by USDOT signed on March 11, 2010, emphasizes
an increased commitment to, and investment in, bicycle facilities and walking networks
to help meet goals for cleaner, healthier air; less congested roadways; and more livable,
safe, cost-efficient communities. This USDOT policy encourages the incorporation of
safe and convenient walking and bicycling facilities into transportation projects.

With this stronger emphasis for multimodal transportation facilities, TxDOT is committed
to proactively plan, design and construct facilities to safely accommodate bicyclists and
pedestrians. It is critical that bicycle and pedestrian accommodations be considered and
discussed as the need and purpose of a project is defined during the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, taking into consideration existing and
anticipated bicycle and pedestrian facility systems and needs. In the NEPA document,
the managing office should include a discussion in the project description of proposed
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and linkages to transit stops and corridors. [If no bicycle
or pedestrian facilities are planned, the managing office shall state why no such facilities
are planned. Plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&Es) shall also ensure that
proposed designs include these accommodations, if applicable, and are constructed
according to Texas Accessibility Standards and Americans with Disabilities Act
Accessibility Guidelines (TAS/ADAAG), AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle
Facilities (AASHTO Bike Guide) and TxDOT's Roadway Design Manual (RDM).

The inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities shall be considered when the project is
scoped. Public input, when applicable, as well as local city and metropolitan planning
organization bicycle and pedestrian plans shall be considered.

For all urbanized settings, regardiess of the type of improvement, the following guidance
is provided:




FHWA
Pedestrian
Safety

Focus States
and Cities

States and cities
with the highest number
of pedestrian fatalities

OR

fatality rates

(per 100,000
population) greater than
the national average.

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments

Pedestrian Fatality Rates”

(Per 10k walking commuters)

#41: Texas

Top 50 Cities*
#47: Dallas
#50: Fort Worth

*Source: Bicycling and Walking in the United States: 2014 Benchmarking Report




Safety Challenges

Gaps in the Sidewalk Network

Pedestrian Wide Intersections/Crossings

Safety Distance between Crossings
High Traffic Speeds

The pedestrian Vehicle Turning Movements

experience along ADA

many major
roadways is

Maintenance

challenging. Barriers

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments




. Pedestrian Fatalities (2009-2013)
PedeStrlan 2009 2010 2011
iy 2012 2013 2009-2013

Fatal |t|eS County | pedestrian | Pedestrian | Pedestrian | Pedestrian | Pedestrian Total

and Crashes Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities ofa
Collin 6 1 5 2 6 20

A large number of Dallas 29 32 44 43 43 191

pedestrian Denton 7 1 4 5 1 18

fatalities are “on- Tarrant 19 19 29 29 21 117

system” (interstate Total 61 53 82 79 71 346

and state

hlg hwayS)_ Pedestrian Crash Contributing Factor Analysis

12-County MPA (2009 - 2013)

Tire Gt Contributing Factors (Top 3) % of All Occurrences
pedestrian
crashes are more Pedestrian Failed to Yield ROW to Vehicle 57%
evenly dispersed. Vehicle Failed to Yield ROW to Pedestrian 28%

Driver Inattention 11%

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments




Regional
Bicycle/
Pedestrian
Crash Data

Bicycle and
Pedestrian Crash
Density
(2009-2013)

Legend

I o Crash Density
|:| Low Crash Density
[T Medium Crash Density
I High Crash Density

- Very High Crash Density

North Central Texas

——  Council of Governments
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Regional
Bicycle/
Pedestrian
Crash Data

Dallas County
Bicycle and

Pedestrian Crash
Density
(2009-2013)

Legend
[ ] WoCrash Density

I:l Low Crash Density
- Medium Crash Density

I tigh Crash Density

- “ery High Crash Density
Highway
— Major Arlerial

Minor Arterial

North Central Texas
Council of Governments
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Designing for Pedestrian Safety

Education
and Training

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments

- NCTCOG hosts workshops for engineers and
transportation planners

- TxDOT, City Staff, Transportation Agencies

- Case study site visit exercises

13



Pedestrian “A true walkable radius

Pedestrian Network Analysis does not typically exist.”

Routes to Rall i —

Stations GIS network-based ‘
assessment of L
pedestrian routes I

Distance and gaps _ -
in the actual 950 (distance) within

Rl e e half-mile to/from
(walksheds) rail stations

_‘r
inl

TS
Y

Impacts of barriers
on the actual
distance of travel

nctcog.org/RoutesToRail

North Central Texas
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Pedestrian Routes to Rail Network Analysis

nctcog.org/RoutesToRail

Rail Station Barriers Destination
oo and Gaps
In the
k Network
\ \ )
| |
Half-mile  Beyond half-mile Disconnected
walk distance  actual walk pedestrian

distance facility
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Pedestrian Routes to Rail - lllinois Station

Last Updated: February 2015

= North Central Texas
Council of Governments

™ :
" he 0.5 Mile
RaiStatons ¢ W Station Buffer
at
_|_|_ Railroads

Existing sidewalk facilities within a
0.5 mile walk distance
Existing sidewalk facilities greater than a
0.5 mile walk distance
Existing sidewalk facilites that are disconnected
due to a gap in the network

Project Overview

The Pedestrian Routes fo Rail study identifies all
existing pedestrian facilities within a half-mile radius
of existing light rail and commuter rail stations in the
Dallas-Fort Worth region based on 2014 data.
ArcGIS Network Analyst tool was used to identify
confinuous facilities that are less than or greater
than a half-mile actual walking distance to a station.
The maps also reflect existing facilities that are
disconnected due to gaps or other bariers not
allowing a continuous pedestrian route to a station.
The maps do not reflect the condition or ADA
compliance of the existing infrastructure. More
information on the Routes to Rail study and
methodolegy can be found at:

nctcog.org/RoutesToRail

O

L

nctcog.org/RoutesToRail
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Dallas Co. Trails and Bikeways
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Dallas Co. Trails and Bikeways
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Dallas Co. Trails and Bikeways

A L i ¥ T

. P—

Active
Transportation
Network

Existing and
Planned Trails -
Regional Veloweb
(Prioritized Corridors)

L % f 7
£

% - - \ Ll | 1 e \
S f‘ S — e 1 = e O kil

: 5 h ; hutinan
g - p & o o o, s Wi

R = gagoville_

ville™ e % e
& -t}
| '._: .-::“ k. Z L "
Y E

/3 |

\

i ILancast -:--.-. |

: Con";bine N
a A

Glenn Heights= :
; |79

North Central Texas 22
= Council of Governments




- =5 (9 e » e b R ‘
pp v ' NN
. 7 | ¢ i A=
ACtlve _\:a_%*l“ { Far N Birar I—b. “; R i
. R w:.%x___%hq WAL i il : -~ Barin i .
Transportation R A N )
Irvin _,'f’-‘! 2 % ) g i s :
Network PO T s e ‘
N ) ,
e 3 x""»\%_ f ; & 57, e /‘: .........................
Existing and = b A Gl
Planned Trails ]
"Grand Prairie__| <t Mesguite Forney
. T | N R
Regional Veloweb _e Lt . ich Spring
e . { s N bl /
(Prioritized Corridors) " &
?. L5 pet 0 AN s
. e G o Bl tfa i : :t\‘\ o o -
On-Street Bikeways puncgte LT3 iipine =
If \ %E?er Combine N
, f 7 !.Lancast ‘\ A
enn Heig ' Feﬂ;{"é Poh

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments

23



Guide for the Development of

Bicycle Fucilities

2012 + Fourth Editien

Facilities
Design
Guides

AASHTO NACTO ITE

(American (National Association  (Institute of
Association of of City Transportation  Transportation
State Highway Officials) Engineers)
and Transportation . s
Officials) Urban Bikeway \DA?S'IEV"I;‘F Ui

: Design Guide aicable Urban
Guide for the Thoroughfares: A
Devc.elopmen’r (2012) Context Sensitive
of BICYCle Approqch
Facilities (2012), (2010)
4™ Edition

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments




Facilities
Design
Guides

Outlines planning
considerations
and design
options for
separated bike
lanes.

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments

Federal Highway Administration

SEPARATED BIKE LANE
PLANNING AND DESIGN GUIDE

al Highway Administration

PARATED BIKE LANE
ANNING AND DESIGN GUIDE

Ak |
52 e

AR, R

way Administration

FHWA

Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide

(May 2015)

25



On-Street
Bikeway
Faclilities

Protected
Bike Lanes

Bike Lanes

Marked i—-@-ﬁﬁ—“@ﬁ—jﬂ

Shared Lanes P e o o g e e g

North Central Texas

= Council of Governments 0.1 % Lane Buffered Sike Lanes with Cemer-Turn-Lane Mo Parkng




s Buffered Bike Lanes — Travel Side Buffer

Bikeway
Design

2
a
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g
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| Bike Lanes

NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide (201 2)
North Central Texas

= Council of Governments (National Association of City Transportation Officials)




Buffered Bike Lane - Travel Side Buffer and Merging Area

Bike Lanes

NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide (201 2)

North Central Texas 28

* Council of Governments (National Association of City Transportation Officials)




T Raised Cycle Track with Mountable Curb

Bikeway
Design
Guide

> e

One-Way Raised Cycle Track

Cycle Tracks

NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide (201 2)

North Central Texas

* Council of Governments (National Association of City Transportation Officials)



Raised Cycle Track with Mountable Curb

Urban
Bikeway
Design
Guide

e
g
=
2
3]
S
2
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g
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Cycle Tracks

NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide (2012)
North Central Texas

* Council of Governments (National Association of City Transportation Officials)




Design
Guidance

Buffered Blke Lanes

Required Features

Beycle lane word and e

symbck and arow markings
(MUTCD Fgure GC-3) zhall ba used
L define the bike [ere and desanate
that gortion of the straet far
pretarantial use by blcyclsts ©

The buffer shail be marked
with Z soli e tines with

The combined width of the

batter(s) and b ke lane shauld
be consdened “Bke lane width” with
respect o guidance given incther
dntuenents that a0l recognize
the existence o budlers Where
butters are used bika lanes canbe
narroaer becavse the shy distance
functicn is assurmed by the bulfer.
For axample. a 3 foot butter and 4
tnat hika lana et 10 2 i canbe
consxdersd a 7 foot bike lane, For
travel sde buffered lanes next t=
nnstreet parking, a 5 oot mnimum
wicth b5 recommended to encourage
bicyclists to ride sutzide of the door
e

‘Whara bicyclist volumas
are high. bicyclet spesd
differentials are s@rificant, o whese

diagonal hatohing it 3 feat inwidth
orwnder. White lires en bath edges
of the buffer space ndizate lanes
where crossng i5 dscouraged,
thaugh nat prohited. For clarty,
zonsider dashing the buffar
baundary where cars are sxpect
Lo cross al driveways"

The buffar ares shail have
Interior diag:

ide-by-side riding i desired, the
drsirad hicycl
Taet.

traval area wirlth is

Buttars should be at least

18 irches wide becausa it i
Impractical to matk a zone namawar
than that

° Onintersection appraaches
with right turn anly ianes, the

bike

hatehing or chevion markings if
3 teet in width or wider*

Recommended Features

used, Intarior dagonal cross
hatching st of &

athreugh bike lane 1o the Left of the
night turm oniy lane, of 3 combined
bike lanasturn lane should be used
if ava Lable road space does nat
permit & dedicated bike lare

@ Onintersection approaches

nch Ines angled el 30 1o 45 degrees
and striped az intarvals ¢f 1010 40
feet Increased stiping freguency
My increase motors: complisree

turn
onky Lane the buffer markngs should
transition ta & conventional dashed
linee, Corsider theeuse of a bbe bax at
these locations.

North Central Texas
Council of Governments

Parking Side Butfor
Configuration

Design Guidance

n Configueatian

NACTO

Urban Bikeway Design Guide (2012

(National Association
of City Transportation Officials)

. The butfer shall Thecombined wi of the The bufferarea shall b} Desired Separation may also
] lke . nd
y ehauren markiags if 3 parkirg: 5 feat 1ha parking bourd ey
‘width: 18 inches other guidance. fentin width orwider toreduce doar zona
contlicts.

MUITED FIGURE 38-24

WUITE FIGURE 38-34

MUTED PIGURE

Optlonal Features

0 fn 2 conventanal bike lans,
awide (6 to 8 inch) solid
‘white line may be used t3 mark the
adga adjacant 1o a mator venic
travel lane, For a parking sde
sutfe, parkirg T's or a solid Lz
are acceprable (o mark between a
‘parking lane and the twHear,

. o travel lane buffer
sl

parking lane if the roadway appears
teowide. This will further narrow the
matar vahcle lanas and ercourage
drivers bo maintain lowsr spesds.

The interor of tha butter area
may use diffarent paving
mazerals to separate ¢ fram
the bike lane Texiured surlace
matarals may cause itficulties
far bicye sts as surfaces may bo
raugh Increased mairtenance

i lhazly.

2 bie provided between bike lane
strping and the parkng boundery
to reduce door mne condlicts. This

Calnr may beused at the
beginnirg of each block to

creatas a type of parking-side buffer,

©nwide anm-way streats with
buffered bike lanes, consider
addirg a bulfer to the appos 1e side

dise:
the huttarad lane For other 1=as
af colar n buffered bike lanas sar
celored bike facilitizs.

Urban
Bikeway
Design
Guide

2
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Multi-Modal
Complete
Streets

There is no Graphic Source: City of Dallas
singular design
prescription for

Complete Streets; They are designed and operated to enable safe
access for all users, including pedestrians,

each one is bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of all ages

unique and and abilities.

responds to its

community Complete Streets make it easy to cross the street,

context. walk to shops, and bicycle to work.

Source: Smart Growth America

North Central Texas 32
= Council of Governments




Multi-Modal /
Context
Sensitive
Thoroughfare
Planning

The updated plan
will encourage
multi-mode
transportation like
streetcars, buses,
trains

and bicycles.

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments

FORT WORTH. Master Thoroughfare

Plan Update
[ Typical Sections

olia :;‘ N 8th

eminal

Complete Streets Based
Context Sensitive Street Typologies
Designated Street Types

O O O O O

Activity Street

Commercial / Mixed-Use Street
Connector Corridors
Commercial Corridor

System Link

33



Kevin Kokes, AICP

Senior Transportation Planner
kkokes@nctcog.org
(817) 695-9275

nctcog.org/bikeped

: [f ) Rail Transit Station
[f Ao @) santa Fe Trail
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